
DEEP CREEK MEETING

March 2, 1-992

This is a brief synopsis of the minutes of Deep Creek meeti-ng heldMarch 2, L992. Bob read the minutes of the February 6, rgg2meeting and there was a discussion on them that there needed to bean addition concerning the maintenance of the weir in the Huberditch and reinstallatibn if that was needed.

we rnoved from there to the main business of the meeting which was
!h" vgting procedures when selecting a river "or*i==ioner. w;described the two different methods & proposals that we had comeup with. The first being where the Deep creek water users wouldvote on and reconmend a commissioner and then the Mosby rrrigationwould have tlt" opportunity to accept or reject that or whatevervoting rnethod they wanted to use. rf they irrould r-iect ii, -irr""
they would propose a commissioner and that would go back to Deepcreek and if there was a draw or there was no agreement between thetwo groups, then the state Engineer would make a selection. The
-other proposal was that each witer user entity "n tn" system wourdbe allowed one vote and that would include botl water right horderson Deep creek and shareholders in the Mosby rrrigati"" c"rp""t:
Tl:t" was guite a bit of discussion back and forth about these twodifferent methods of voting. rt r"" ""ggested that the Mosbyrrrigation cornpany should ha-ve their rneetirif ueroie-ihe Deep creekDistribution systen meeting and that they would then vote in thatmeeting and bring a proposal to the Deep creek water users.Ralrunond Murray made a nbtibn that the first iroposar be adopted by!1" group, wayne Justice seconded that motion. There was somediscussion on that, then before .ny ."Cion was taken on it, DorothyLuck made a motion, in essence, i; support of the second proposal.
Before any action was taken on either moti-on a discussion wasbrought up about the method of .=="==-irrq the water.r="r=. (prior todescribing tl". 

- 
proposals, we explaiied to them that we hadresearched arl the ninutesr.correspondence and court orders that wecould find that wourd assi-st 

"='i"d-could find nothing in therecord of a method that was set up on how they were to vote or howthe committee was to be setedtea.; The discussion on theassessments was started because some people indicated that onegroup shoul-d pay the nraj or part of the al="e==r"nts and have a veryl-imited say in how the iomrnissi""*;"= i" be selected. so we wentback and read some minutes from the June 3, 1969, meeting andexplained how the assessment, system was set up but it wasoriginarly a temporary rnethod of aisessment to be revised 1f neededin the next year. and we noted that in searching the minutes, thatwe could find no revisions were ever rnade or discussion about themethod of assessrnent. we indica-ted i;t this was sonething thatcould be discussed and perhaps or. proporar that wourd be fairwourd be to have the lssessment based totally on water useregardless of whether it was Mosby or Deep creek irrigation water.
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There seerned to be some support for that but no motion was ever
taken as we decided that we had to get back and finish the business
on the commissioner vote.

A question was brought up asking about proxies and there was someof the group opposed to proxies being used, but it seems that itshould be a valid part of the voting system. Dorothy Luck was thegnry person that had proxies at the meeting, Lnougn othersindicated that they had turned in proxies earli6r. As we tal-kedabout who could vote at the meeting, there were seven votes thatwere represented there without proxies. A vote h/as taken for
RaYnond Murrayrs motion on the first proposal and four voted infavor of that. (Aaron simmons, wayne justice, Rayrnond Murray andMartin Huber). There was never a dissenting vote-caIIed torl butthere vtere three who didntt vote in favor of it or abstained,thinking they were going to vote on both the proposal-s. The three
who didnrt vote.were Lanny cook, Dave Murray anaLance Luck. Againthere was a discussion on proxies and who shoul-d vote ana itappeared that after more di.scussion, that there wasn't a very goodrepresentation of either side at the meeting and it was suggeiteathat, instead of the voting being herd by those present at themeeting, that a ballot be sent out to each of t[e water rightholders on Deep Creek and each of the shareholders of the tvtoiUyrrrigation cg._ describing the two proposals and ask that the|return the ballot with their vote as to wnicn one they would ."""ptor would favor.

ft was also proposed by Charmin that Dean Clerico ride with her andlearn the system. This seemed to have everyoners general approval.rt_was suggested that, perhaps he should be reirnbursed -ior hisefforts in doing that. rt was suggested that this also be added tothe ballot. Dave Murray moved th-a1 they table all the issues thatwere discussed at the rneeting. rher6 was some thought that acommittee ought to be created io discuss the assessment procedureson the system, but nothing was ever done. Motion h/as seconded andgenerally agreed upon.


